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This section has Leen amended, and no form is now preseribed
Ly the amended section.

The Nova Scotia Summary Convictions Act also says (see. 55),
“any person who thinks himsclf aggrieved” may appeal, and sec.
56 (b) says that the appellant shall give a notice of appeal in the ‘
form D D in the schedule, but the form contains no statement or S
reference that the appellant is the person aggrieved. . Lo

Code sec. 750 reads:— o

“(h) The appellant shall give notice of his intention te appeal
by filirg in the office of the clerk of the Court appealed to a notice
in writing setting forth with 1easonable certainty the conviction
or order appealed against, and the Court appealed to, w_thin ten
duys after the conviction or order complained of, and by serving
the respondent and the justice who tried the case cach with a copy
of such notice.”

Halsbury’s Laws of Iingland, in vol. 19, under the title “ Mag-
istrates,” at p. 647, note, says with respect to sur-mary convic-
tions:—

“YWhere the right of appeal ig given to an ‘aggrieved party,
the grounds of appeal must shew that the appellant is aggrieved

. bLat it is otherwise where the appellant is appealing
against a convietion or order made against himself.”

K. v, The Justices of the West Riding of Yorkshire, 7 B. & C.,
p. 678, and . v. The Justives of Essex, 5 B. & . 431, were cas.:
under the Highway Act, where the justices, as our muns ipal
counciis under certain conditions now have, had the power to
stop up or divert a highway.  There ere no parties to the pro- :
ceedings, but any ““person aggrieved,” i.e., a'ratepayer or resident :
in the distriet, could appeal. Those cases are authority for the
proposition that anvone appealing under such a statute ana ~vhe
is not a party to the record, must shew by his notice of appeal
that he is appealing as a “person aggrieved,”” aml when the appeal

is heard he must qualify accordingly.

Further, in R. v. Essex Jusiices, the judgment expressly states i
that it was the consiruction the Court put upon the particular ¥§
statute there in question, “without giving any rule for the con- ol

struction of others,”

And see R, v. Semersetshire, decided the same year, and re-
ported in the note to R, v. Yorkshire, supra.

The opinion delivered in B, v. Jordan, 5 Can. Cr, Cas, 438, an
appeal under the British Columbia Summary Convictions  Act
states - —

“Another point taken hefore me was, that the notice did not
state that Jordan was the person sggrieved; the Act does not,




